This paper reports results from a case study on household food insecurity needs and the interventions that address them. It aimed at comparing households' perceptions on food insecurity experience and vulnerability to those of other stakeholders: community workers, programme managers and representatives from donor agencies. Semi-structured interviews with 55 households and 59 other stakeholders were conducted. Content analysis was performed, using a framework encompassing food sufficiency, characterization of household food insecurity and vulnerability of households to food insecurity. Overall, the results draw attention to a gap between households and the other stakeholders, where the later do not seem always able to assess the realities of food-insecure households. Other areas of divergences include: characteristics of food insecurity, relative importance of various risk factors related to food insecurity and the effectiveness of the community assistance to enhance the households' ability to face food insecurity. These divergent perceptions may jeopardize the implementation of sustainable solutions to food insecurity. Training of stakeholders for a better assessment of households' experience and needs, and systematic evaluation of interventions, appear urgent and highly relevant for an adequate response to households' needs. Collaboration between all stakeholders should lead to knowledge sharing and advocacy for policies dedicated to poverty reduction.
Introduction
The persistence of socio-economic inequalities and poverty in Canada accentuates the vulnerability of households [1, 2] and clearly contributes to food insecurity [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] , a phenomenon which affects ;1 Canadian household in 11 [8] . Despite the fact that previous studies have documented a variety of risks factors involved and the importance of decent income to insure food security [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] , the current response to food insecurity remains food donations [9, 10] and, more recently, participatory activities such as collective kitchens [16] [17] [18] [19] . Derived effects from these collective kitchens, such as individual empowerment and skill building [11, 12] , mutual aid and socio-economic development [12, 13] or the generation of social values and psychological resources [14] , have been documented. However, few studies have verified how collective kitchens meet the food security needs of households [12, [15] [16] [17] [18] . Although they may improve food resources, they appear to have limited potential to substantially improve income-related food security [6, [15] [16] [17] .
Overall, according to recent reports [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] , despite an increasing number and variety of interventions, food insecurity remains widespread [10] . This situation raises the question to what degree the available interventions correspond with the realities experienced by food-insecure households, among whom many have to rely on food assistance. Within a case study of the fit between food security interventions and the needs of food-insecure households in the Quebec City area [19] , a comparison was done between household members' perceptions and those of other stakeholders (community workers, programme managers and representatives from donor agencies) regarding the experience of household food insecurity.
Methods
A naturalistic strategy was adopted, based on qualitative data [20] . A diversity of food-insecure households were sampled and recruited through community organizations, newspaper advertisements and flyers in targeted neighbourhoods with various socio-economic characteristics (e.g. households from different study areas, various household types, households participating and non-participating in community programmes for food security). Interested households contacted the research assistant and their food-insecurity status was verified using the Radimer/Cornell Index [21] , as well as their household type (bi-or monoparental, couple without children at home, single person) and food sources (whether or not they were using community programmes and/or food banks to get food; if yes, enumeration of these sources). Households were considered food insecure if they reported at least one positive item from the Radimer/Cornell Index. Food secure households, homeless persons, drug addicts, persons aged 75 years or older and persons living in institutions were not included, to ensure that the participants reflect the mainstream foodinsecure households. In addition, three stakeholder groups other than households were targeted among the community organizations in the area of the study: 'community workers' working directly with poor food-insecure households in community programmes such as collective kitchens, food purchase groups and community gardens; 'managers' of organizations administering these food security measures or assistance to the poor and representatives from 'donor agencies' that support various food security activities.
A trained interviewer audio-recorded semistructured, individual interviews with an adult representative from the selected households. Another trained interviewer did the same with the other stakeholders. All participants were asked to describe the household experience of food insecurity, its manifestations and influencing factors. Socio-demographic and economic information were also gathered by questionnaire to profile the participants. A written consent form was read, discussed and signed by all participants who also had the opportunity to ask questions about the study.
After their transcription in full, interviews were subjected to content analysis using NVivo 2.0. The coding scheme, as well as the interview guide, were built using a conceptual framework developed as part of an ethnographic study on household food insecurity [22, 23] . This framework encompasses three notions: food sufficiency, characterization of household food insecurity and vulnerability of households to food insecurity. The 'food sufficiency' part of the framework has been used more deeply to describe participants' perceptions of households' needs for an adequate and stable food situation, which constitute another part of our study that is described elsewhere [19] . 'Characterization of food insecurity' highlights the central characteristics of the experience (preoccupation with access to food; quantitative shortage of food; unsuitable quality of food and diet and alienation, i.e. lack of control over food situation), several aspects of its dynamic nature and potential reactions to a lack of food (socio-familial perturbations, hunger and physical impairment, psychological suffering). 'Vulnerability' relates food insecurity's influencing factors, i.e. various risks inside three main categories (structural, contextual, proximal) and the assets that build the households' capacity to face those risks. Structural risks are more or less 'immutable' factors such as the number of children in A.-M. Hamelin et al. a household; contextual risks refer to core circumstances characterizing the life of households; proximal risks are factors that suddenly exert great pressure on the household micro-system food situation. In addition to the themes from the conceptual framework, the coding scheme was also enriched by themes that emerged, especially among the risks and assets to face those risks, thus allowing the creation of additional subcategories inside the main categories of the framework. Analysis led to a synthesis of the households' experience of food insecurity and a comparison of their viewpoint with that of the other stakeholders.
In order to cover the topic properly, the interview schedule included both open-ended questions and a predetermined set of sub-questions about several aspects of food insecurity. Inter-coder reliability was measured over a sample of interviews with households (n = 4), community workers (n = 5), managers (n = 3) and donor agencies (n = 2), coded by two team members [24] . Reliability, before discussion of disagreements, was on average 70, 79, 66 and 81%, respectively. All disagreements were entirely resolved through discussion with the principal researcher. The fact that the final household interviews yielded no new ideas suggests an attainment of theoretical saturation. The triangulation of perspectives adds credibility to the data. Furthermore, analysis process and results were regularly discussed between team members through debriefing sessions. Taken together, the theoretical basis of the interview schedule, the care taken in the interview and analysis processes, the type of sample and its size and the theoretical saturation contribute to meeting Guba and Lincoln's 'trustworthiness' criterion [25] . To verify their credibility, results were also respectively submitted to a group of households (n = 3) and a group of other stakeholders (n = 13) in a session during which an open discussion was held by two authors (A.-M.H. and A.B.). These group sessions confirmed the main results and helped to fine-tune their interpretation. The study was approved by the Research ethics committees of Université Laval and of the Centre de santé et des services sociaux de la VieilleCapitale.
Results
Fifty-five household representatives (31 who participated in food security programmes and 24 who did not) as well as 59 other stakeholders were interviewed. Their socio-demographic and economic characteristics and usage of food assistance are presented in Tables I and II . Household representatives were largely women (80%), with an annual income generally <$15 000 (80%), with less than university education (84%). Among the three other groups of stakeholders, there was a majority Food insecurity-comparison of viewpoints of women (60%), with at least a bachelor degree (76%).
Characterization of food insecurity: different emphasis
All participants brought up at least one characteristic of food insecurity (Table III) and generally described the dynamic nature of the phenomenon. There were, however, divergences between households' and other stakeholders' viewpoints. Among the central characteristics of the experience of food insecurity, households primarily reported manifestations of quantitative insufficiency (shortage of food: 49 of 55, 89%) and qualitative alterations (unsuitability of food and diet: 48 of 55, 87%), which were followed by feeling of lack of control over diet (alienation: 44 of 55, 80%). This participant described how she perceived that the quality of her diet was compromised in a context of food insecurity: 'I would not buy white bread, I'd rather buy . bakery bread (.) that's quality! So . but me, I buy white bread, sliced, the bigger possible and the cheaper possible (.) it's less healthy. White flour, that's not nutritious you know! But for me it cuts hunger' (Household 046, par. 28). The other stakeholders, unlike households, seemed to place the qualitative alterations (44 of 59, 75%) farther behind the manifestations regarding quantitative shortage of food (53 of 59, 90%) and alienation (53 of 59, 90%). Quantitative insufficiency was related by one manager to the necessary skipping of meals: '(.) we ask them if they ate something, most often they say no, they didn't eat for breakfast' (Manager 100, par. 98). A donor agency representative perceived powerlessness (a manifestation of alienation) among households: '(.) the feeling of loss of power, the feeling one has when there's nothing left in the fridge . Because one can't afford to fill it up, or one says ''how can I fill it up'', so a feeling of dispossession of the possibility to act on one's realities' (Donor agency 120, par. 5).
In terms of reactions to a lack of food, the accounts of almost all households and all other stakeholders revealed socio-familial perturbations (e.g. socially or personally undesirable strategies to get food; alterations of family rituals around food). This community worker, for example, described her perception of how households have to resort to undesirable strategies in order to be able to eat: '(.) you're always calculating each penny, Socio-demographic data are missing for one of these stakeholders. However, all other data concerning this stakeholder are available, so the next tables will show (n=59). If both households (80%) and other stakeholders (81%) emphasized the dynamic nature of food insecurity and its variation over time, the latter group reported a parent-child food vector more often than households (73 versus 40%), i.e. a dynamic where family food resources are directed primarily towards children to protect them from hunger. However, among the households with children (n = 29), three-quarters (76%) reported such a vector. As this woman, who was very aware of her children's needs: '(.) I give priority to the kids, I will give it to them, and I will take the rest. You know, of course my plate will be smaller, because I want it [the food] to be theirs, they're growing and all' (Household 071, par. 14). Households were also more likely to describe food insecurity as a sequence of events (38 versus 14%), i.e. a continuum of causes, manifestations and consequences; this man explained: '(.) if you don't have enough money to feed yourself, well then . you won't eat healthy. You will be inclined to eat always the less healthy things. That, eventually, is not good for your health' (Household 16, par. 56).
Vulnerability to food insecurity: more convergence on risks than on abilities
Of the three types of food insecurity risks, both households and other stakeholders considered contextual risks to predominate, whether 'internal' (98% in both groups) or 'external' (82% households, 90% other stakeholders) ( Table IV) . The internal risks are more at the individual or household level, whereas external risks refer to social factors over which households have less control. Among the internal risks, those related to means of livelihood ranked first: in both groups of participants, limited financial resources (67% households, 78% other stakeholders) and competing budget priorities (51% households, 56% other stakeholders) were the two main risks revealed. One man expressed the extent of his lack of financial resources to get an adequate meal: 'It's just that when you have nothing . you know, I agree, it doesn't always take a fortune to eat well! But when you can't even afford a minimum to cook a recipe .' (Household 032, par. 17). In the same line, one manager talked about the competing budget priorities affecting households' food resources: '(.) wrenching choices that are made between paying the rent, paying the child's boots, then it leaves merely nothing . for food, it's the only compressible budget point' (Manager 097, par. 6). The predominance of issues related to livelihood was also true for external contextual risks, except that households tended more to emphasize the cost of food (60%), whereas the other stakeholders mentioned the influence of unfavourable government decisions more often (56%), e.g. decisions concerning taxes or financial assistance. Internal risks related to the social dimension (e.g. isolation, lack of knowledge and skills) and external risks related to the physical environment (e.g. type of dwelling) were also remarked more often by the other stakeholders than by households. A community worker had this adamant perception of risks associated to the social dimension: '(.) I think that the poorer among the poor, those are people who have never Food insecurity-comparison of viewpoints learned to organize themselves' (Community worker 043, par. 265).
Structural risks, such as a physical incapacity or a low income level, were globally mentioned more often by other stakeholders (95%) than households (55%). The divergence was particularly pronounced for income level (73 versus 22%) and physical and social factors (73 versus 31%), such as intergenerational poverty, a theme that emerged from the other stakeholders' accounts. The latter referred to a state of poverty that lasted since childhood-sometimes through generations-and perpetuated a combination of problems unfavourable to food security. One community worker described the impact this situation could have on a person's life: '(.) when you dig a little deeper in the person's story, well maybe he/she has always been living in poverty. When you have always been in insecurity like this, well . you're always running after something, always struggling' (024, par. 143).
Proximal risks, i.e. factors that suddenly exert great pressure on the family micro-system, were still more often alluded by the other stakeholders (58 versus 27% of households). Within this group Beside risks for food insecurity, other discrepancies between households and other stakeholders concerned the assets that could help households counteract those risks (Table V) . Among the insurances (financial capital, human capital, network) against income insufficiency, although both groups perceived network capital as the main insurance, the existence of potential financial or human capital was mentioned much less by the other stakeholders than by households (19 versus 31% and 19 versus 33%, respectively). Furthermore, most households (80%) reported at least one positive influencing factor that included favourable attitudes and behaviour with regards to food security (62%) and healthy management practices in terms of assets (58%) and food (34%). However, less than half the other stakeholders (41%) remarked that households possessed either one of these elements. In addition, other stakeholders were unanimous that community assistance was one of the means households used to combat food insecurity, whereas 18% of households made no mention of it. Among the 45 households who reported some use of community assistance, 24 used it sparingly (1-3 times a year).
A lack of knowledge admitted among the other stakeholders
Thirteen participants among the other stakeholders had to resort to food assistance at some time in their life (Table II) , which implies that they had some personal experience of food insecurity. However, that leaves a majority who has not experienced such situations. Their knowledge about food insecurity would therefore come from other sources. Community workers had opportunity to make many direct contacts with food-insecure households. Some managers and donor agency representatives also had some contacts with households; but many of them relied on indirect information via field workers' perceptions, reports from their organization or published literature on food security. The scope of knowledge about household food insecurity therefore seemed to vary among the other stakeholders, as could tell the diversity of accounts in their length or complexity. Moreover, at least 13 of the other Food insecurity-comparison of viewpoints stakeholders (22%) clearly stated a lack of knowledge about the phenomenon of food insecurity, talking either about themselves (n = 9) or about the other stakeholders in general (n = 4). This manager commented her own lack of experience regarding food insecurity: '. Well, I've never been in this situation, I can hardly . imagine . how it is, finally! I can guess some scenarios, but actually I don't know if, indeed, there are some behaviours that are common for every person who . who lives with food insecurity' (Manager 082, par. 18). Particularly among donor agency representatives, the proportion of participants referring to that lack of knowledge was higher (42%) than among community workers (17%) or managers (18%). One of these representatives said: 'Yeah well, I think nobody has the complete reality of a situation . so I was talking before about the necessity of a workshop, to help understand the issues of this problem . without this collective reflection, with the kind of information I have from the community organizations and the public institutions, I have a very fragmentary vision of it' (Donor agency 115, par. 77).
Discussion
The understanding of the other stakeholders about food insecurity did not seem to correspond entirely with the reality experienced by the households they served, and their view of the role of food assistance in the reach of households for food security might, therefore, be affected. Some divergences could be due to sample composition rather than to differing viewpoints. For example, the parent-child food vector was overall less mentioned by households than by other stakeholders; this is likely because 47% of participating households had no children. Nevertheless, the vector remained quite present among households with children, as observed elsewhere [23, 26, 27] . It was also predictable that the other stakeholders would state a greater variety of food insecurity risks: households referred to their own experience, whereas the other stakeholders had a wider frame of reference. Many of these other stakeholders were able to take a more global view and identify phenomena such as intergenerational poverty, which was not evoked by households. However, by the very nature of the words used to describe them, several divergences seemed to arise from differences in perceptions between households and other stakeholders. Moreover, even if the latter had a wider frame of reference and the possibility to express as many elements as they wanted, several aspects of the food security experience were not brought out as often as by households. This is not the first time such discrepancies are observed; among food assistance volunteers, a relatively limited understanding of food insecurity had been noted [28, 29] . Other authors have shown that stakeholders with diverse backgrounds, values and interests could attribute very different meanings and perceptions to food security, and this could result in conflicting viewpoints that were hard to discuss and difficult to build into a shared vision of the problem [30] .
Survival versus quality for self-respect
Participant viewpoints from both groups related to a variety of aspects of food insecurity experience found under the main categories of the framework previously developed by Hamelin et al. [23] , itself an extension of that of Radimer et al. [27] . Some new subcategories also emerged from participants' accounts. However, in terms of the experience of food insecurity, a comparison of the perceptions of households and other stakeholders reveals a fundamental difference in the importance placed on survival. Households characterize their experience just as much by an unsuitable diet (qualitative insufficiency) as by an insufficient quantity of food. The other stakeholders, however, placed more importance on quantitative insufficiency than on qualitative insufficiency. Also, the latter seemed coherently to hold a more 'alarmist' view in terms of reactions to lack of food: they put forward physical reactions, which are associated to severe food insecurity, whereas households did not put as much emphasis on this. These perceptions could explain, at least partially, why the other stakeholders were unanimous to uphold that community assistance A.-M. Hamelin et al.
contributed to the ability of households to face food insecurity risks. By providing food, assistance would attenuate hunger and the quantitative insufficiency that other stakeholders attributed so strongly to households. For households, however, quantity alone was not everything: although it was important, the qualitative alteration in their overall diet during difficult periods was all too present. According to Hamelin et al. [23] , these qualitative alterations compromise their possibility of eating in a way that could procure a feeling of self-respect. Moreover, our results suggest that community assistance was not sufficient to overcome households' food insecurity risks; even though the majority of households participated in at least one food community programme, all households in our sample were still food insecure.
This divergence regarding the importance of the quantity and quality of food is of great concern. It has already been observed that many food assistance staff strongly believed that households would go hungry if not for food donations; this perception could make them dissociate themselves from the needs of their clients, and even poor quality food would then be considered as necessary donations [12, 29, 31] . Researchers have already questioned the social acceptability of food support, direct or masked, as a current food access practice [32] . Several authors reaffirm it is an inappropriate response to household food insecurity and recommend targeting public policies instead in order to solve the problem at its source from a social justice perspective [6, 12, 29, [32] [33] [34] [35] . From the perspective of autonomy in the long term, households should not have to rely on external assistance for food.
Uncertainty towards households' skills
In terms of vulnerability, households and the other stakeholders frequently mentioned contextual risks related to livelihood, reinforcing the importance of the relationship between sufficient economic resources and food security [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] 31] . Nevertheless, despite an awareness of the importance of mitigating the financial vulnerability of households, the other stakeholders' viewpoints suggested some uncertainty about the ability of food-insecure households to improve their situation even with a better income. Other than external help such as community food assistance and network capital, the other stakeholders attributed households with very little capacity to face food insecurity risks. Some of these other stakeholders also perceived that household food insecurity was due in part to poor management or lack of skills, whereas few households allude to this. Thus, a tendency to believe that certain households would lack capacity or skills regarding budgeting or food seems to emerge. This perception is not unique. In another study, community workers working with elderly people indicated that, besides financial difficulties, another set of factors such as lack of skills could contribute to a lack of food [36] . The great majority of households who participated in the present study emphasized at least one behaviour associated with healthy management of assets or food. These households' viewpoint concurs with the results of other studies that show that lowincome households use many budgeting and food skills to make the most of the little they have [12, [37] [38] [39] . We believe a skill set is necessary for food security, but, like other researchers, maintain that skills alone are not sufficient to protect families against significant income shortfall [2, 40] . There is an income threshold below which even the most talented households are unable to achieve food security. Travers [38] notes that the professional milieu is not immune to the ideology of individualizm which dominates our society, intervening to change 'deficiencies' in individuals while often ignoring the social context, when the context itself may be part of the cause of the apparent deficiencies. The other stakeholders' view on the level of food insufficiency experienced by households and on their abilities to manage resources, conjugated to the fact that many work in food security activities, may explain why these stakeholders more often consider community food assistance to be necessary for combating food insecurity. Tarasuk noted that many community initiatives had a 'self-help' orientation that would taint the ambient perception of food insecurity, which would be seen more as a problem of individuals' resource management skills rather than a problem Food insecurity-comparison of viewpoints of access to resources. This perception may depoliticize the problem of food insecurity and defuse arguments for more fundamental social changes [12, 22, 41] .
Training and knowledge of those involved in the food security field
The overall viewpoints, and the type of food insecurity risks that mostly affected households in our sample, highlight the relevance of intervening simultaneously on several levels: not only on food education of households (e.g. use of resources; knowledge on how to put together their best diet) but also in concomitance with households' access to better resources (e.g. financial; availability and accessibility of affordable quality food; affordable housing) and training of stakeholders. Indeed, the discrepancies elicited from this study between households and a variety of other stakeholders, as well as the incomplete knowledge admitted by many of these stakeholders, raise concerns about the training of individuals involved in the food security field. Community workers have the opportunity to meet food-insecure individuals and families, but according to our results, this does not always translate into a deep understanding of the reality experienced by these households. Managers and donor agencies representatives may have a more distant position from the everyday contact of households. As some stated themselves, several would rely on indirect sources of information and their knowledge about the food insecurity affecting their area's households is not always complete. Those stakeholders could benefit, for example, from guidance and resources for appropriate assessment procedures of population characteristics and needs concerning food security and impact of related interventions [42, 43] . Edlefsen et al. [28] , in a study on volunteers in food emergency programmes, suggests that making the volunteer experience more educational (e.g. more meaningful contacts between volunteers and clients; alternative sources of information about hunger and poverty-related issues) could help promoting a better understanding of food insecurity. As suggested by one of the stakeholders in our sample, working in collaboration with others (e.g. workshops) could help refining the knowledge and perceptions of all kinds of professionals working in the food security area. This is in line with Power et al. [6, 44, 45] who recommend that nutritionists and other professionals, among other strategies, work in coalitions with others, including community-based organizations and anti-poverty advocates, to advocate for policies to reduce poverty-establishing such policies would be one way in which various stakeholders can come together to increase awareness of and take action on poverty and food security issues. Pelletier [46] emphasizes that to bring effective and sustainable solutions to community nutrition problems, an interdisciplinary knowledge shared by experts from various sectors is relevant, but not sufficient: a community-based participatory approach that also includes the affected groups' own perceptions of the problem is useful for solutions that better fit the targeted groups' needs, in addition of providing empowerment possibility for citizens [47] .
The divergences between food insecurity as reported by households and as perceived by three other groups of stakeholders in this study, as well as the lack of knowledge directly reported, suggest that the other stakeholders do not always assess adequately the realities concerning food-insecure households. Understanding the experience of food-insecure households is even so essential to target them properly [48] and to respond adequately to their needs. This comparative study of the viewpoints of households and other stakeholders suggests some plausible elements of explanation of why the problem of food insecurity is not fully addressed and persists. An underestimation concerning compromises in food quality and assets households have developed to face food insecurity, and an overestimation of the relevance of food assistance, seem to characterize the viewpoints of many participants in the three other stakeholders' groups. This has serious implications, since divergent perceptions may jeopardize implementation of sustainable upstream solutions to food insecurity and thus perpetuate inequality of access to food. Training of various stakeholders for a better A.-M. Hamelin et al.
assessment of their population's food security characteristics and needs, as well as systematic evaluation of implementation processes and outcomes of interventions on household food security, should be addressed. This would contribute to readjust some stakeholders' perceptions and reduce the risk of interventions that not adequately fit households' needs. Right informed policy decisions appear essential if not determinative in making true progress towards food security for all.
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